
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 6

1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200
DALLAS, TX 75202-2733

JIM 19 2007

Eric F. Pastor .
Pastor Bchling & Wheeler, LLC
2201 Double Creek Drive : Suite 4004 .
Round Rock. IX 78664

Re: Gul lco Marine Maintenance Superfuncl Site. Freeport. Texas.
Uni la tera l Admin is t ra t ive Order. CERCLA Docket No. 06-05-05
Intracoastal Waterway Fish Ingcstion Pathway Human heal th Baseline Risk Assessment

Dear Mr. Pastor: • •

The U.S. F.nvironmcnial Protection Agency (EPA) and the Texas Commission on
Environmental Qual.ity (TCEQ) have performed a review of the above referenced document
dated March 20. 2007. With this letter, the EPA approves th is document with the enclosed
modifications. The enclosed modifications shall be incorporated in the referenced document and
copies provided to the notification list within 30 days ol receipt of this letter.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (214) 665-831 8. or send an e-mail
message to miller.uaryg@epa.gov.

:erel\ vours.

r. P. 11.
Remediation Project Manager

Enclosure

Luda Voskov (TCEQ) .
Barbara Nann (6RC-S)
Dipanjana Bhattacharya (6SF-TR)
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Gulfco Marine Maintenance Site
Intracoasta l Waterway Fish Ingeslion Pathway Human Hea l th Baseline Risk Assessment

Comments:

1. (Receptors and Exposure pathways, p. 5): The t ex t characterizes the site as small wi th a
lack of habitat and prey items within the site Intracoastal Waterway shoreline. It also mentions
the large home ranges of most sport fish and concludes tha t chemicals measured in the fish
caught near the site are un l ike ly a t t r ibutable to the si te. A description of the habitat , the type and
prevalence of prey species and the home ranges of fish are not provided. A. number of Fish and
crab samples. 29. were caught in the barge slips adjacent to the site, as Well as a number of non-
target species. Also, the background Fish samples were not analyzed, and therefore that data is
not available for comparison to the samples caught near the site. These discussions include a
number of unsupported conclusions (i.e:. small site size, lack of hab i t a t , lack of prey.- large home
ranges, and chemicals un l ike ly a t t r ibu table to the s i t e ) and shall be deleted, or. as an a l t e rna t ive ,
each conclusion shall be supported and documented. Further, any characterization regarding the
relevance of the site to Fish impacts shall be supported wi th the background results.

2. (Foxici ty Assessment, p. 8): In the second paragraph of this section, the discussion about
simplist ic risk assessment assumptions not being t rue for many responses, and future changes in
the risk assessment process shall be deleted. This discussion is not relevant to the site or the Fish
risk assessment, which shall follow the current guidance.

3. (Noncarcinogenic Hazards, p. 10): The last sentence ol' the first paragraph on page TO
states that noncarcinogenic risks for some chemicals may not necessarily be manifested unless
the hazard index exceeds 10 or 100. The basis for th i s conclusion is not provided, nor is it
shown how it is relevant to conditions and chemicals at the Gulfco site. In the next paragraph,
the text states that a hazard index of one indicates the need for further eva lua t ion . In fact, a
hazard index greater than one indicates that there is a risk of adverse noncarcinogenic effects.
These sentences shall be deleted.


